
“Since becoming Chief Justice on
May 1, George has been working
virtually nonstop to improve the
way that everybody gets along,
from justice to justice, from the
state high court to other appel-
late courts, from the state Judi-
cial Council to the Legislature
and from trial court to trial
court.”—Daily Journal, Decem-
ber 30, 1996

Shortly after taking office,
in an effort to establish lines of
communication and see first-
hand the issues confronting Cal-
ifornia’s courts, Chief Justice
Ronald M. George pledged to
visit the trial and appellate

courts in each of California’s 58
counties. By August 1997 he had
fulfilled his pledge, including a
visit to two Native American
tribal courts. 

During his travels and
tenure, Chief Justice George has
listened to judges, court officials,
and court support staff, encour-
aging new ideas and suggestions
for maintaining and improving
the justice system. During these
five years, he has helped steer the
judicial branch through a period
of unprecedented change, in-
cluding the historic passage of
state funding for trial courts,
trial court unification, a fairness

education initiative for judges
and court employees, and criti-
cal jury system reforms, to men-
tion a few.

At its meeting on April 27,
the Judicial Council presented
Chief Justice George with a res-
olution commemorating his first
five years as Chief Justice and his
outstanding leadership of the ju-
dicial branch. He also received a
resolution from the Legislature
recognizing five years of re-
markable achievement and per-
sonal commitment to improving
the administration of justice. ■

ployees were still able to make
and receive phone calls but, due
to the electronic nature of the
phone system, were unable to
detect the incoming calls.

The court’s biggest concern
is the prospect of power outages
while transferring in-custody
defendants. Of the county’s 18
court facilities, 11 hold trials for
which defendants must be trans-
ported between courtrooms and
holding cells.

“The potential exposure
from a public safety perspective
is huge,” says Susan Myers,
Chief Assistant Executive Officer
for the Superior Court of Santa
Clara County. “Many times we
have to transfer inmates by ele-
vator or through courthouses
with limited backup lighting.”

Warnings in Sacramento
In Sacramento County, the su-
perior court has had more black-
out warnings than actual power
outages. Among its five facilities,
only one has been hit by a black-
out. On March 19 Sacramento’s
Juvenile Court experienced a

power outage that lasted about
an hour.

In addition to receiving in-
formation about outages from
County General Services, the
court has also established com-
munication with the Sacramento
County Sheriff’s Department,
which has direct access to local
utilities. This level of communica-
tion allows the court to provide the
most accurate information possi-
ble to staff at its various facilities.

“So far, we have not been
substantially affected by the
power crisis, absorbing only one
outage which lasted one hour,”
says Assistant Executive Officer
Frank Martinez. “But, the power
stoppage warnings are cause for
alarm. It is frustrating because
the utility companies are faced
with a dynamic situation depen-
dent on usage and supply, which
causes the information to change,
sometimes within minutes.” 

Mr. Martinez says his court
also is concerned about the in-
tegrity of court data if the power
is shut off while staff are in-
putting information into its com-
puter systems. The court has
outlined a heightened alert pro-
tocol to be followed during these
situations.

The court does not plan to
close its facilities during a power
outage, unless one occurs
around 4 p.m., because they
have been informed that the
outages will only last for one
hour. Some of the court’s facili-
ties have emergency lighting,
but, if necessary and whenever
possible, the court will attempt
to move people to other areas
within each courthouse where
there is natural lighting.

“In addition to coping with
potential power outages, we are
also trying to conserve power
wherever possible,” adds Mr.
Martinez. “The court is mini-
mizing lighting such as in eleva-
tor waiting areas, halls, and staff
areas. It is also encouraging staff
to shut down equipment when it
is not in use.”

Systems Down in San Diego
So far, according to its Public Af-
fairs Officer Marilyn G. Lau-
rence, the Superior Court of San
Diego County has experienced
only two power interruptions.
One outage occurred at the cen-
tral courthouse from 12:00 to
12:30 a.m., so it did not affect
operations. However, the second
power failure hit midmorning on
March 20 at the Madge Bradley

Building, which houses a domes-
tic violence court, a probate
court, and two business offices.

The court received warning
from sheriff ’s deputies that an
outage might affect the Madge
Bradley Building. When this
warning came true, the lights in
the entire building went out and
the computer systems shut
down. Fortunately, the build-
ing’s backup generators kept
lights on in both the courtrooms
and the stairwells. In keeping
with the building’s emergency
plans, sheriff’s deputies evacu-
ated members of the public from
the premises. 

The court has procedures in
place to move hearings to later
in the day or issue continuances
in case of power failures or other
emergency situations. However,
during this most recent outage,
all of the courts in the affected
branch were able to complete
their calendars.

Even though courtroom
personnel were able to complete
their activities, other court staff
were affected by the power out-
age. Business office staff already
had been issued flashlights but,
even so, were not able to pull or
file cases because of darkness.
Instead, they answered phones
and did other tasks until the
lights were restored. Idled per-
sonnel also included seven pro-
bate examiners, who fell behind
in entering their research notes
into the computer.

Most forecasts for this sum-
mer in California predict more
power outages around the state.
Where and when they will occur,
and if the state’s courts will be af-
fected, remains a question. But
one thing is certain—California’s
energy crisis is not going away
anytime soon. ■
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Marking Chief Justice Ronald M. George’s fifth year in office, Judicial
Council members presented him with resolutions from the council
and the Legislature honoring him for his outstanding leadership
of the judicial branch. Photo: Shelley Eades

▼
Energy
Continued from page 1

Power
Conservation
Tips
California’s courts can ad-
dress the need for energy
efficiency this summer in
the following ways:

! Turn off all unnecessary

lights, especially in un-
used offices and confer-
ence rooms, and turn
down remaining light-
ing where possible.

! Clean off the grease,

dust, and other dirt reg-
ularly from bulbs, fix-
tures, lenses, lamps, and
other reflective surfaces
to increase light output.

! Set computers, moni-

tors, printers, copiers,
and other business
equipment to their en-
ergy-saving mode and
then turn them off at
the end of the day.

!Minimize energy use

during peak demand
hours—from 5 to 9 a.m.
and 4 to 7 p.m.

Sources: State and Con-
sumer Services Agency;
California Technology,
Trade & Commerce Agency

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) has named Pat
Sweeten Assistant Director of the agency’s Trial Court Programs

Division. Ms. Sweeten, who comes to the AOC from her position as
Assistant Executive Officer and Chief Financial Officer of the Supe-
rior Court of Alameda County, began her new duties on May 2.

“Pat brings a wealth of experience in trial court administration to the AOC,
which will greatly benefit our office and the state judicial branch,” says William C.
Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts.

“Pat will join the AOC during exciting and challenging times, and we are happy to
welcome such talent to our management team,” notes Ronald G. Overholt, Chief
Deputy Director of the AOC.

In her new position, Ms. Sweeten will manage a team of 40 professionals and
will be responsible for critical statewide trial court programs such as those that deal
with court interpreters, jury reform, court security, local court assistance, and col-
laborative justice.

Before assuming her position in Alameda County in 1998, Ms. Sweeten was
Assistant Executive Officer of the Superior Court of San Diego County for 10 years.
In addition, she has extensive experience in the fiscal management field, having
worked for various county agencies, including the Chief Administrative Office of
San Diego from 1976 to 1988.

AOC Appoints New
Assistant Division Director

Pat Sweeten
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In 1998 the San Bernardino
County jail’s medication bud-

get for the mentally ill approached
$1 million, prompting the sheriff’s
department to protest to Superior
Court of San Bernardino County
Judge Patrick J. Morris that the
jail had become the county’s
largest and most underfunded
de facto mental hospital. 

“Around 16 percent of men
and 24 percent of women in our
jails and prisons are mentally ill,”
Judge Morris says. “The lack of
adequate mental health treat-
ment options in the community
results in many mentally ill indi-
viduals recycling between jail and
the streets,” he explains, “and
that has created a crisis for our
courts. Something must be done.”

With grants from the De-
partment of Behavioral Health
and the Department of Correc-
tions, the Superior Court of San
Bernardino County established a
mental health treatment court in
1999, over which Judge Morris
now presides. Known as Super-
vised Treatment After Release
(STAR), the program, which cur-
rently has 30 participants and a
total of 12 graduates, is aimed at
“jail-based and jail-bound” men-
tally ill offenders, most of whom
are charged with loitering and
trespassing as well as with drug
felonies and property crimes.

Santa Clara County faced a
situation similar to that in San
Bernardino County with its
mentally ill defendants. During
the two years before Santa
Clara’s mental health treatment
court was created, mentally ill
offenders spent a combined
16,720 days in jail. “At nearly
$66 a day, that cost the county
more than $1 million,” states
Superior Court of Santa Clara
County Judge Stephen V. Man-
ley. Since 1999 he has presided
over the county’s unconven-
tional mental health treatment
court two days each week and

has become a staunch advocate
for both therapeutic jurispru-
dence and the mentally ill.

Looking at the first 56 grad-
uates of Judge Manley’s mental
health court and their number of
unserved jail days—the actual
days they were sentenced to serve

but instead spent in community
treatment—the county has saved
$395,000. “That kind of result
makes a lot of sense to our poli-
cymakers and it makes a lot of
sense in human terms, too,” says
Judge Manley.

Drug Court 
Model Falls Short
When helping to create Santa
Clara County’s mental health
court, Judge Manley originally
based it on the drug court model.
But he quickly saw that the men-
tally ill perform “terribly” in that
model. “There are too many re-
quirements, too many places to go,
and high expectations. They just
couldn’t do it all and most failed.”

Instead, the judge looked at
the success of the nation’s first
mental health treatment court, in
Florida, and, with funding from
his local board of supervisors,
created one in Santa Clara County.
According to Judge Manley, his
is the largest mental health
treatment court in the country.
Currently, the program serves
220 participants and boasts 71
graduates—defendants who com-
pleted one year in the program,
have no new convictions, have
remained clean and sober for 90
days, and are continuing to re-
ceive mental health treatment.

“We emphasize treatment
and monitoring rather than pun-
ishment and warehousing that
has no meaning to the individ-
ual and returns defendants back
to the streets without any assis-
tance,” says Judge Manley. “We
build up their self-respect to
help them return to the commu-
nity and stay out of jail.” 

Unlike the traditional ad-
versarial justice model, treat-
ment courts foster supportive
relationships with defendants
with mental illness. Judge Man-
ley refers to them as clients, and

they often refer to their rehabil-
itation team as family. In his
courtroom, clients are cheered
for each goal they achieve in
their rehabilitation plans. Simi-
larly, in San Bernardino County’s
court, Judge Morris sometimes
hugs a graduation candidate.

“There’s a different account-
ability standard,” notes Superior
Court of Riverside County Judge
Becky Dugan, who established a
mental health court in her county
in January. “This approach prob-
ably sounds a little too touchy-
feely for some of my colleagues,
but we must be flexible, we must
allow more latitude for these of-
fenders, and we must adjust our
expectations to their abilities.”

The constant recycling of the
mentally ill through Riverside
County’s criminal justice system
led Judge Dugan to establish the
mental health treatment court.
“In the previous system, doctors
and social workers had no lever-
age with which to force a client to
remain on medication and com-
ply with treatment programs,”
she says. “Moreover, the crimi-
nal system often ignores mental
health issues when making pro-
bation terms.”

How Mental Health
Treatment Court Works
Mental health treatment courts
are court-community collabora-
tions that strengthen treatment
options through close judicial
supervision. The approach in-
volves frequent communication,
follow-up, and collaboration
with each defendant and other
justice and social service organi-
zations soon after arrest. Judges
have a wide range of sentencing
and rehabilitation options. 

These courts accept defen-
dants charged with misdemeanors
or felonies based on referrals
from the jail, public defenders,
and other judges and court de-
partments. In San Bernardino
and Santa Clara Counties, defen-
dants charged with violent crimes
can be admitted with district at-
torney approval, but in Riverside
County, that decision is left to
the judge. 

Candidates are screened for
suitability and offered an inten-
sive treatment program set up by
county mental health workers. A
guilty plea is required for eligi-
bility in San Bernardino but not
in Santa Clara or Riverside.

“In my county we don’t let
assessments stand in the way,”
notes Judge Manley. “Clients may
not be diagnosed as Axis 1 (the
Diagnostic and Statistical Man-
ual’s primary diagnostic category
for mental or behavioral health
disorders) because they are diag-
nosed with amphetamine-induced
psychosis or their depression is
defined as cocaine-based. We
don’t exclude anyone for that
reason because the conflict be-
tween drug assessments and men-
tal health assessments needs to
be resolved, and the bottom line
is the client needs treatment.”

Both the court and the case-
workers encourage clients to
take responsibility for their lives
by setting and meeting small
goals, which might include get-
ting to court on time, finding out
how to get there on a bus, attend-
ing a diagnosis meeting, or writ-
ing a short letter to someone they
have not seen in years. 

“This is not an easy process,”
Judge Manley admits. “Some
clients are afraid to talk, afraid of
the judge, afraid of other people,
or just afraid of everything. If a
client suffers from panic disorder,
we try to build a sense of trust by
allowing them to observe the
proceedings from an adjacent
room until they feel brave enough
to come into the courtroom.”

Sanctions 
As in any other court, there are
consequences for those who do
not comply with the judge’s or-
ders. On occasion, Judge Manley
has ordered defendants to sit as
an observer in the courtroom or
write a letter to the court ex-
plaining why they should be
kept in the program. Sometimes
the court must resort to sanc-
tions, ordering clients to spend
part of the day in jail “just to get
their attention,” he says. 

However, for his court’s
mentally ill clients, Judge Manley
finds that sanctions do not work
as effectively as affirmation and
acknowledgment of progress. “The
need to use sanctions is rare,” he
says when asked about what
happens when clients refuse
treatment. “We continue to en-
courage them to participate, keep
trying to win them over. This is
a very different concept than try-
ing to punish them for refusing
treatment, which is still the most
common way for [other] courts
to deal with the mentally ill.”

When Judge Morris noticed
that some offenders in his court
perceived spending a weekend in
jail as time out from their daily
treatment programs and chores,
he began ordering community
service work instead. “This type
of sanction benefits both the of-
fender and the community.” 

The great majority of the of-
fenders Judge Dugan sees are

Mentally Ill Offenders
❒ Since 1984, the average number of inmates incar-

cerated in California county jails has almost dou-
bled, from 43,000 to nearly 80,000 in 2000.

❒ In 1984, less than 3 percent of county jail inmates
were diagnosed with serious mental illnesses such
as schizophrenia and bipolar disorder. By 2000,
that number ranged between 11 and 15 percent.

❒ Mental health professionals estimate that approx-
imately 20 percent of juvenile offenders suffer
from a serious mental illness.

Source: Mentally Ill Offender Crime Reduction Grant
Program Annual Report (June 2000); Daily Journal

Mental health treatment courts are court-community collabora-
tions involving frequent communication and follow-up with each
defendant and other justice and social service organizations.
Shown here, Deputy Public Defender Bernardo Saucedo (left) and
Licensed Clinical Social Worker JoAnn Brei (right) counsel Ivy
Daniels, a client in the Superior Court of Santa Clara County’s men-
tal health treatment court. Photo: Courtesy of the Superior Court
of Santa Clara County Continued on page 9

Unconventional Justice
Mental Health Treatment Courts
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In an effort to foster improved
communication in depen-

dency cases, the Superior Court
of Yolo County now offers medi-
ation services in its Juvenile De-
pendency Court. Initiated in
February, the program connects
families, social workers, and at-
torneys with a skilled mediator
who helps them resolve differ-
ences and develop effective case
plans for children who have
been removed from their homes
due to abuse or neglect.  

In its first two months of op-
eration, the program has served
13 families, facilitating greater
communication between parties
and improved satisfaction with
case outcomes. “We have been
pleased with the results thus far,”
says Presiding and Juvenile Court
Judge Thomas E. Warriner.

Based on successful pro-
grams such as those in Alameda,
Los Angeles, San Francisco, and
Santa Clara Counties, Yolo’s de-

pendency mediation program
offers free, confidential services
to families involved with the child
welfare system. Each week, me-
diators are available in court on
Thursday and Friday mornings to
provide immediate assistance to
families through case conferenc-
ing and planning. Drawn from a
pool of experienced marriage
and family therapists and li-
censed clinical social workers,
the mediators meet with parents,
social workers, attorneys, foster
parents, and other relatives in an
informal setting to discuss issues
pertaining to their dependency
cases. The sessions offer parents
who might otherwise feel intim-
idated by the traditional court
setting an opportunity to express
their opinions regarding their
case in a forum that enables
cross-communication and cre-
ative problem solving.  

Yolo County’s dependency
mediation is an optional pro-

gram, and all issues discussed in
the mediation process are confi-
dential unless an agreement al-
lowing disclosure is reached by
all parties in the case. 

● For additional information
about Yolo County’s dependency
mediation program, contact Amy
Loeliger, 530-666-8611. ■

Yolo Court Offers 
Dependency Mediation to Families

schizophrenics, most with bor-
derline IQs. For them, following
directions is extremely difficult
without intense supervision and
structure, she reports. “We make
sure they understand that stay-
ing on prescribed medications,
substance abuse placement, psy-
chiatric visits, and counseling
are mandatory probation terms
and that failure to comply means
further incarceration.”

Unlike the state’s other
mental health courts, which ac-
cept violent felons only with the
prosecutor’s consent, Judge
Dugan’s court seeks out such of-
fenders. Of her court’s 55 current
participants, 42 are violent felons.
Her rationale is that “it is ex-
tremely important to the com-
munity that defendants who are
most at risk to do harm get the
most attention and treatment.”

The court’s biggest challenge,
she notes, is insufficient access to
residential mental health facili-
ties for those too volatile or psy-
chotic for outpatient treatment.
“There are plenty of beds, but
these patients must be funded
through Social Security and a
case manager must be assigned
to them, all of which can take
weeks or months.” The court, in
conjunction with other justice and
social service agencies, is seeking
funding to remedy the situation.

Juveniles 
Operating much like its adult
counterpart, the Superior Court
of Santa Clara County’s new ju-
venile mental health court has

been running two afternoons a
month since February. Accord-
ing to Judge Raymond J. Davilla,
Jr., who supervises the program,
this innovative court is the first
of its kind in the nation. The pro-
gram was created after a survey
indicated a high percentage of
the local juvenile hall popula-
tion has serious mental illness. 

In Judge Davilla’s court, those
juveniles who suffer from mental
illness and have not been charged
with a serious felony are offered
treatment as an alternative sen-
tence. “The only difference be-
tween the adult and juvenile
program is that we need the sup-
port of the parents, who some-
times won’t acknowledge a mental
health issue,” says Judge Davilla. 

So far the program has about
eight participants, and Judge
Davilla sees the program grow-
ing. “About one third of the kids
in our juvenile justice system
have a mental illness,” he adds.
“The most common illnesses are
bipolar disorder, severe attention
deficit disorder, and major de-
pression, compounded in many
cases by drug abuse.” 

When defendants are sen-
tenced to treatment regimens,
the court’s team of legal and so-
cial service experts steps in to as-
sist them in moving on to more
stable and productive lives. This
includes helping these juveniles
continue their schooling by
working with the local probation
department’s Youth Education
Advocate program. 

Hearings are held once a
week. Supervision of compliance
by caseworkers and the court is
intensive, with status hearings
held every three to four weeks.
During hearings, the judge dis-
cusses the participant’s progress

and problems and offers encour-
agement, reprimands, or modi-
fications to the plan that vary
depending on the illness or treat-
ment stage.

Interest Growing
“The concept of a mental health
treatment court is really catch-
ing on,” says Judge Morris, who
team-teaches courses on the
subject with Superior Court of
Alameda County Judge Peggy Ful-
ton Hora at the National Judicial
College in Nevada. “This year all
30 seats are filled, and there’s a
long waiting list,” Judge Morris
adds. During the past year his
court has seen dozens of visitors
from California and other states.
“They come to watch how we
handle this calendar, and most go
away committed to starting their
own mental health courts.” 

● For more information on
mental health treatment courts:

◆ The U.S. Department of
Justice report Emerging Judicial
Strategies for the Mentally Ill pro-
vides detailed outlines of the San
Bernardino County Mental Health
Treatment Court’s program, along
with similar information about
pioneering jurisdictions in three
other states. 

◆ The Judicial Council’s
Collaborative Justice Courts Ad-
visory Committee, chaired by
Superior Court of Butte County
Judge Darrell W. Stevens, en-
courages development of collab-
orative courts in  California and
provides funding for programs
that offer services (including
treatment) to unique target pop-
ulations. www.courtinfo.ca.gov
/courtadmin/jc/comlists/colljust
.htm

◆ National Center for State
Courts, an independent, nonprofit

organization dedicated to the im-
provement of justice, will soon
have a special Web page devoted
to mental health treatment courts.
Contact the Information Resource
Center, 800-616-6164. ■

Support for Mental
Health Courts
❒ In 1998, Senate Bill 1485 created the Mentally Ill

Offender Crime Reduction Grant Program and
directed the state Board of Corrections to award
and administer four-year grants for collabora-
tive local projects aimed at determining effec-
tive strategies for reducing crime, jail crowding,
and criminal justice costs. To date, 15 California
counties are providing services to some 12,500
eligible offenders. The counties are Humboldt,
Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Placer, Riverside,
Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa
Cruz, Sonoma, and Stanislaus. For more infor-
mation, contact the Board of Corrections, 6000
Bercut Drive, Sacramento, California 95814.

❒ For fiscal year 2001, approximately $8 million in
federal Substance Abuse Prevention and Treat-
ment (SAPT) Block Grants has been made avail-
able to California counties for use in the
treatment of people who have a mental illness
and are substance abusers. Counties also will get
an $11.9 million increase in federal funds for drug
testing, prevention, and HIV/AIDS services for
such persons in county substance abuse programs.
The drug testing funds target those defendants
being served under Proposition 36, California’s
Substance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act of
2000. The funds will be allocated to counties us-
ing the standard federal block grant formula.

❒ New 2000 federal legislation (Sen. 1865) sup-
ports court demonstration projects for the men-
tally ill who commit nonviolent crimes. It
authorizes the U.S. Attorney General to award
100 grants to states, municipalities, and Indian
tribal governments to fund mental health train-
ing for court personnel as well as mental health
services for eligible defendants.

Judge Thomas E. Warriner reviews an agreement reached during
dependency mediation with mediator Tony Aguilar and local at-
torneys. Photo: Courtesy of the Superior Court of Yolo County

▼
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Justice
Continued from page 8


